REMARKS 

Claims 1-41 remain pending in the application. Claims 6-8, 10, 11, 22-24, 26, 
and 27 are objected to, but contain allowable subject matter. Further, Claims 32-37 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112; however, the Examiner indicated that these 
claims contain allowable subject matter over the cited art. 

While the Examiner indicated that Claims 38-41 stand rejected on the Form 
PTOL-326 of the office action, there is no discussion of Claims 38-41 in the text of the 
office action, nor is there any specific basis for the rejection. The rejections asserted in 
the prior office action against these claims have not been re-asserted in the present 
office action. Applicants request clarification regarding the status of these claims. 

Minor amendments have been made to Claim 32 to overcome the 35 U.S.C. § 
1 12 rejection. Support for this amendment is found throughout Applicant's specification 
as originally filed and in Paragraphs 17, 20, 22, 26, and 45, for example. 

Claims 1 and 17 have been amended to clarify the claimed invention. Applicants 
submit that these amendments are consonant with amendments and arguments 
previously presented and place the application in condition for allowance. Applicants 
request entry of these amendments, as Applicants believe that these amendments 
clarify the invention, do not add new matter, and do not require further consideration or 
searching of the art. Support for the amendments to Claims 1 and 17 are found in 
Applicant's specification at Paragraphs 14, and 17-19, for example. The Examiner is 
respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the rejections in view of the 
amendments and the following remarks. 
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Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claims 32-37 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
Applicant regards as the invention. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Applicants have amended Claim 32 to recite that data is analyzed to establish a 
plurality of components that indicate an effectiveness of the relationship, where the 
components include level of joint work, level of communication, quality of interaction, 
and connectivity of social structure of the relationship. Applicants have eliminated the 
recitation of the limitation "significant feature". Applicants believe that Claim 32, as 
amended, objectively conveys the claimed subject matter with a reasonable degree of 
precision and particularity. Applicants request reconsideration of the claims and 
respectfully submit that Claim 32 is not indefinite, nor are Claims 33-37 which depend 
therefrom. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1-5, 9, 12-21, 25, and 28-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Clancey (U.S. Pat. No. 6,216,098), hereinafter "Clancey". This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Independent Claims 1 and 17 have been amended to recite a common feature of 
the present invention, that the model determines a condition of the collaborative 
relationship that is related to an output value generated by the model. This condition 
indicates a relationship effectiveness of the collaborative relationship between at least 
two distinct entities. 
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Clancey does not disclose or suggest a method of modeling a collaborative 
relationship with a computer model that indicates a relative effectiveness of the 
collaborative relationship between at least two distinct entities, e.g., complex 
institutional entities. Rather, Clancey relates to simulating a workplace for a single 
entity, where the entity has "groups" consisting of "agents" or "objects" (such as 
workers, customers, orders, physical resources, or documents). See for example, Col. 
1 lines 41-44, Col. 3 lines 20-33, Col. 17 lines 53-55, and Col. 18 lines19-20. 

Further, the Clancey reference has no disclosure or suggestion of a model that 
assesses an effectiveness of a collaborative relationship between at least two distinct 
entities. In contrast, Clancey discloses a model that uses tasks and worker beliefs to 
simulate a workplace, which is wholly unrelated to evaluating the effectiveness of 
collaborative relationships. The data and analysis required for a model capable of 
determining a relationship effectiveness is quite distinct from that of a simulated 
workplace within a single entity. In this regard, Claims 1 and 17 recite components for a 
computer model including level of joint work, level of communication, quality of 
interaction, and connectivity of social structure of the collaborative relationship that are 
used to determine a condition of the collaborative relationship from an output value of 
the model that indicates the relationship effectiveness between at least two distinct 
entities. Since Clancey has no disclosure or suggestion of generating a model to 
assess a condition indicating relationship effectiveness of a complex collaborative 
relationship between at least two distinct institutional entities, it does not anticipate the 
claimed invention, or render it obvious. Clancey fails to disclose or even suggest 
independent Claims 1 or 17, or their dependent Claims 2-5, 9, 12-16, and Claims 18-21, 
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25, and 28-31. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejections. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

The Examiner states that claims 6-8, 10-11, 22-24 and 26-27 would be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form. Further, the Examiner indicated that Claims 32-37 contain 
allowable subject matter over the art, however stand rejected under §112. Applicants 
thank the Examiner for the thorough consideration of the claims and for the indication of 
allowable subject matter. Based upon the amendments presented herein, Applicants now 
believe that all of the claims are patentable over the cited art. 

Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action, and as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt 
and favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the 
Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: Ochtet* 26, CWOS 




HARNESS, DICKEY & PIERCE, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248) 641-1600 



Anna M. Budde 
Reg. No. 35,085 



Jennifer Woodside Wojtala 
Reg. No. 50,721 



Correspondence Address: 

Kathryn A. Marra 

General Motors Corporation 

Legal Staff - Mail Code 482-C23-B21 

PO Box 300 - 300 Renaissance Center 

Detroit, Michigan 48265-3000 

Ph: 313-665-4708 

Fax: 313-665-4976 

JMW/slg 



Serial No. 10/682,588 Page 17 of 17 



